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DRAFT COMMENTS
ON THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE 881 HILLSIDE
HIGH PRIORITY SITES
INTERIM REMEDIAL ACTION
by Slosky and Company
June 5 1990
« INTRODUCTION
The comments on the vironmental A m f 1 Pr1
Sites) Internm Remedial Acuon DOE/EA-04is US Department of Energy Rocky
Flats Plant January 1990 (EA) are divided into seven sections
o General
0 Water Quality
o} Water Treatment System
0 Air Quality
0 Soils/Vegetation
(o} Risk Assessment
o Radiation Protection
This review s being conducted to assess whether the EA identifies and
characterizes the significant environmental impacts of the proposed action and
adheres to the Rusk A ment uidance for un Vol Health

Evajuatijon Manual Intersm Final U S Environmental Protection Agency
December 1989

The EA 1s an analysis document based upon data contained in several other
documents Due to resource constraints 1t was not possible to examine any of
the source documents for the EA so there has not been an opportunity to
ascertain independently that the summaries of data and the associated data
collection methods presented in this document are correct and compiete
Therefore for the purpose of this review 1t was necessary to assume that all
statements of fact (eg the data summary in Table 2-1 and descriptions of
alternative actions) are correct and sufficiently complete to permit an

informed opinion Because of this Limitaunon 1t 18 possible that some of the
comments below have been addressed in the source documents such as the Interim
Measures/Interim Remedial Acty 1an__an ecision men ) 1]

Area/Operable _Unit No | (referred to as the IM/IRA) the Draft Remedial
Investigation Report for High Prioritv_ Sites (88! Hillside Area) (referred to

as the RI) and the Draft Feasibilitv Studv Report for High Priority Sites (881
Hillside Area) (referred to as the FS)

SLosKY & CoMPANY INC

it o R o rent AR TR




381 EA Comments
DRAFT June 5 1990
Page 2

GENERAL

1 In a number of areas the EA states that potential hazards will be
controlled per Job Safety Analysis (JSA) and Operational Safety Analysis (OSA)
programs The EA rehies upon the JSA and the OSA to

o Ensure the safe hendling of the 1on exchange regeneration chemicals
and waste brine (page 5-4)

0 Provide appropriate protective measures for remedial action workers
(page 5-10 11 12) 1ncluding controlling exposures to volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) during construction (page 5-10) and
protecting against dermal exposures to contaminated soils (page
5 11)

) Specify dust control measures to limit inhalation exposures (page
5-13) and airborne organic chemicals (page 5-15)

o Control leaks and spills 1n the water treatment building (page
5-14)

0 Identify preventive/corrective actions and the responsible parties
for accidents (page 5-22)

o} Control worker uptake of contaminants in accidents (page 5-22)

Howeve sinc  the JSA and OSA plans for the proposed remed:al action are not
available for review 3t 1s not possible to determine the effectiveness of such
plans How will the public be involved if at all in the development and
implementation of the JSA and OSA? How will compliance with the JSA and OSA be
audited? How will the results of the audits be reported to the public?

2 The EA contains several statements that monitoring will be done to ensure
worker safetv and the public heaith Based upon the resuits of the monitoring
certain modifications or changes to remedial actions will be taken (page 5-10
i1 26) The EA however contains very few specifics on how the monitoring
and corrective action will be implemented The EA should include a discussion
of the monitoring that will be conducted the contaminant concentration
criteria that will trigger control actions and the types of control measures
that will be implemented

n
> The term few metals major ions 1s not very meamngful (page 1-5) Ju~d L/? \

WATER QUALITY

| The document accurately states that the alluvial ground water at the 881
Hillside Area s significantly contarmnated by VOCs (page 1-5 and Table 2-1
page . 2) The metals concentrations are probably high compared to alluvial

SrLosky & CoMPANY INC
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waters in the area that have not been affected by human activity ble 2-1
page 2-2) The average and maximum ground water concentrauons of mercg.y,-J 0
parts-per-billion (ppb) and 900 ppb respecuvely are very high Th um

values appear high though the mickel and manganese values are not \especx:iﬁy
high

Although not stated in the EA esTable 2-1 appears 1o include data “only -on-those
contarunants whose _average concentraton exceeds the ARARS A more compiete
presentation of the metals found 1 the 881 Hillside Area would be helpful
Will the proposed remedial action be effective 1in removing the metails
(antimony chromium copper 1ron zinc) that have average concentrauons below
the ARARs but have maximum concentrations above the ARARs? (The Rocky Flats Cleanup
Commission believes the ARAR s should be divided by the number of pollutants foun.
2 There 1s no basis in the EA for accepting or rejecting the statement that
downgradient water s characterized bv the absence of VOC contamination with
the exception of methylene chloride acetone and | l-dichloroethene
Inorganmic constituents have apparently migrated from the 881 Hillside Area but
organic contamipants have not mugrated to any appreciable extent (page 1-5)

Later in the EA 1t 1s stated that 1 I-dichloroethene has only been detected 1n
one sample downgradient of the proposed locatuion of the french drain and that
the methylene chloride and acetone detected were likely Ilaboratory contaminants
(page 5-9)

The proposed remedial action seems to assume that there are no contaminants in
the ground water downgradient of the french drain so this matter has great

significance What concentrations of methviene chioride acetone and
1 I-dichloroethene are present in the downgradient ground water? What s the
environmental and public health significance ot these concentrations” Are

subsequent remedial actions under consideration for the downgradient ground
water?

3 The EA states that It 1s anticipated that groundwater encountered
during construction [of the french drain] will not be contaminated given the
locatton of the drain (page 5-3) This statement seems inconsistent with the

statement that methylene chloride acetone and || l-dichloroethene have been
found downgradient from the 881 Hillside Area (page 1-5)

4 The relationship if any between contaminants in the soil and 1n the

ground water 1s not thoroughly discussed Table 2-1 shows that concentrations .
of contaminants in soils are generally lower than concentrations 1n ground o
water on an absolute-value basis however the units of concentration are not \~ N
directly comparable and the manner in which one hypothesizes the relationship »-
between infiltration- vadose zone transport--and saturated zone transport 1is WA
important 1n the design of the remed:ial action Have contaminants moved )\
downward from the soil into the ground water or upward from the ground water ‘w&'
into the sosl or both? This discussion may be in the Rl however the EA

should contain at least enough information to determine 1f the so01l
concentrations are high enough to provide an ongoing source term for
recontamination of ground water

SrLosny & CoMpaNY INC
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5 The range of remedial action alternatives considered seems appropriately
wide and the discussion in Section 30 of the EA indicates that a reasonable
screening of alternatives has been conducted

6 The proposed action of pump-and-treat with subsequent discharge under the
Natsonal Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting restrictions
seems well conceived Two aspects of this approach are particularly attractive
and suggest a well thought out plan First the proposed treatment
technologies are technically solid and their selection soundlv reasoned The
use of wultraviolet/peroxide oxidation 1s clearly an effective simple and
robust technology for destrucion of the VOCs The emphasis on a permanent
solution aimed at the environmentally most hazardous materials 1s well placed
both techmically and 1n terms of regulatorv comphliance The sequential use of
ion-exchange for metals removal indicates an appropriate understanding of the
chemistry of the 1norganmic compounds that require treatment. Second based on
experience with another site contaminated with metals and orgamics in the
general wvicimity of Rocky Flats the use of a french drain for ground water

removal 1s also a well thought out and proven approach  (The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commissior

v h
-qlgﬁgtrtgtgﬁaglgsﬂg {dgrcgggosgég Sechnology 1s effective for all VOC s on site such as

The pump-and-treat strategy 1s likely to be successful at least within

the limits described This approach should provide for adequate reductions in
contaminants to mitigate hazards associated with discharge of the treated
ground water If sois are determined to provide a long-term source the EA

retains the opuon of soil flushing as a contingency

3 The EA states that The effluent from the water treatment process will
be retained in a holding tank and sampled to assure that applicabie or relevant
and appropriate requirements are met This water then s surface-discharged

into the South Interceptor Ditch that empties into Pond C 2 The water qualitv
of Pond C-2 s again analvzed and if standards are maintained released 1in
accordanc with the NPDES permit The EA should specify what will be done if

either the effluent tank water or the Pond C-2 water 1s found not to meet
requirements ( The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission suggests that the "clean water

be reci.led back through the plant to at ain zero discharge from the plant )

9 The discussion of the potenuallv adverse impacts on water quality due to
the proposed remedial action (Section 52) seems compiete The EA states that
contingencv plans will be developed for safely proceeding if unexpected
conditions are encountered

WATER TREATMENT SYSTEM

1 The EA does not enumerate the chem;rcal-specxfxc ARARs that the treatment

plan effluent must meet for discharge (page »-5) he Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
believes that the ARAR s should be divided by the number pollutants to be treated )

2 The data presented in Table C 1 (page C ,5) on the concentrations of
liqu:d contaminants in the collection tank are not consistent with the
concentration of contaminants in the ground water provided 1n Table . 1 (page
2-2)

SLoshy & CoMPaNY INC
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3 The statement that None of the chemicals to be collected on the 1on
exchange resins are defined as hazardous materials in shipping regulations
needs to be clarified (page 5-26) While the quantities of the chemucals on 2
the resins may fall below the threshold for regulation by the United States |-~
Department of Transportation (DOT) a number of these chemicals are regulated

as hazardous (if in sufficient quanutes) by DOT

4 Waste brine 1s mentioned .but it 1s not shown as a by-product on the flow
chart in Figure 3-2 (page 5-4) What volumes of waste brine will be generated
and what wil 1t have i it? How will the evaporator solids be disposed (page
5-26)? 1Is there an environmental impact associatea with such disposal?

5 The EA should be consistent in the nomenclature for the influent
(coilection) storage tankhs and the effluent (surge) storage tanks (page o-d
C 5 C-4 and elsewhere)

AIR QUALITY

1 In general the EA contains the appropriate elements to assess the
potential air quality impacts of the proposed action on workers and the public

2 The EA concludes that insignificant air quality impacts would result from

the remediation proposal The EA further states that the proposed remedial

action 1s not more _detrimental- to air quality than other potential remedial »
options However @Wesemed in the EA are not substantiated bv !
data in the documen A does not contain adequate intormation regarding
contingencies that couid arise

> No baseline air qualitv or meteorological data are identified or !
summarized 1in the discussion of the Potentually Affected Environment (Section
40) The EA should contain information on existing ambient air quality wind
speed and direction and precipitation frequency to aid in understanding the
Environmental Effects of the Proposed Action (Section 50)

4 Section 5 0--Environmental Effects ot the Proposed Action appears 10
identifv all sigmificant potentiai air qualiitv 1mpacts on remedial action
personnel other Rocky Flats workers and the public (The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commissi -
does not belleve these impacts have been adequately mitigated in the proposea - 1

nd Sa
§ IEJ% analysxs or substantiation is presented for two important conclusions

e
Eomr S

Aar quaht’y" from construction activities associated with treatment
facility french drain source well footing drain and associated
utilsties are small when compared to the normal activity at Rocky
Flats Plant (page 5 1) and

During construction Nanonal Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for paruculates as well as the OSHA standards will be met (page
5-1) How will monitoring be conducted to ensure that these
standards are not exceeded”’ Will the monitoring results be
available on a real-time basis

SLosny & CoMPaVY INC
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6 The approach used i1n the EA to estimate the dispersion of air
contaminants 1s not very accurate (Section 50 and Appendices F G and )
The air dispersion approach used a simplifying assumption that may mnot be
vahd. that the meteorology 1s homogenous in all directuons The same average
wind speed (3 meters per second) was used to calculate the dispersion (factors
(X/Qs) for all remote locations

[ 3
An example of how this approach may result in erroneous conciusions can be
found 1n the discussion of personnel exposures from an accident. The EA states
that 1t 1S assumed that the highest exposures of (non-remedial action) o
personnel will occur at the closest occupied building (page 5-21) However
because air contamunants may not disperse uniformly the highest concentration
could occur at other than the closest butiding

A more accurate approach would be to perform dispersion modeling for each
source for the joint wind frequencv/wind speed distributions along with the
actual stability class In that way any high concentrations due to anomalous
meteorology would be identified Without such analysis i1t s difficult to
ensure that all potential impacts are addressed

7 The air quality 1mpacts for the alternative remed:ial actions were
subjecuively reviewed in the EA Although no supporting data are provided the

general conclusions regarding air qualitv impacts of alternatives appear to be

valid (After having reviewed the more detailed Health and Safety Plan the Rocky A
Flats Cleanup Commission does not believe the impacts have been adequately mitigat

3 Table 2-1 (page 2-2) indicates that organic contaminants have been
measured 1n the soil at the 881 Hillside Area although the depth of the
contamination 1s not specified The statement Sampling has demonstrated that

volatile organic chemicals are present in the 881 Hiliside Area only at o™ =
below the water table (page 5 1) seems inconsistent with the data present 1n -
Table 21 (page 2 2) The conclusion that since organmics are not in the soil
YVOCs will not be released by the construction activities (‘may al be invalid™
(page 5-1 and 5-2) A similar statement also appears on pages 5-5 and S5-4 of

the EA

9 The EA states that construction operations will be suspended if the wind

velocity exceeds 15 miles per hour (page >-13) It would be useful to know the Py
frequency and duration of wind speeds at Rocky Flats exceeding 15 miles per >

hour

10 The calculation of the source term of fugitive dust assumes that the
largest dust cloud likely to be maintained during excavation 1i1s a
cross-sectional area four meters high and ten meters long (page F ») The

basis for this assumption should be explained given that the trench for the
french drain will be 640 meters long

11 The EA states that the formula for the Pasquill Stabihity Class D
(neutral) was used because that stabihity class was reported in the FEIS to be
the most prevalent occurring about 52% of the ume (page I-1) It would be
useful to know what stability classes comprise the remaining 48% ot the ume

SLosny & CoMpany INC
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SOILS/VEGETATION _ j}/\ﬂj
1 If the EA 1s intended to be 2a stand alone document, Section 1.2 shouid f} €
have a much more thorough description of the nature and extent of contamination
of the 88] Hillside Area Following are examples of the types of additional -
information that would be useful M

®
0 How and when did the area become contamunated? What volumes of

material are believed to be the sources of contamination?

o] A site map drawn to scale and showing soil samplhing and ground water
monitoring locations

o Are the remedial action alternatives discussed in the EA the same as
those assessed in the Draft Feasibility Study?

2 While there may be thriving vegetation on the 881 Hillsade the
vegetation 1tself may contain elevated concentrations of hazardous substances
particularly metals Uptake of hazardous substances in plants may affect

wildlife Has this potential problem been assessed? (The Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission
requests any informat:on or research thit may have been conducted on the cattle

jthat gaeyrously 218289 oMM PTERAISY tontrol measures (page 5-4)?  If there
1s a risk of releasing contaminated sediment control measures should be
speiled out

4 The EA states that since none of the rodents insects or vegetation [on
the 881 Hillside] are endangered or threatened they will quickly reestablish
their populations 1in the disturbed areas (page 5-5) The fact that a species
1 not threatened or endangered does not mean that it will be able to quickly
reestablished itself Daisturbed areas shouid be revegetated

5 What 1s meant by relatively stable soil in reference to the 881
Hillside Area (page 4-3)?

RISK ASSESSMENT

—

1 The nisks from fugiuve dust may be considerably greater than st w
the EA Appendix J indicates that the chronic intake of co soil xsl‘u),,w,ww/ v
25 milhigrams per day (mg/day) for members of the public—{page J-1) However

the United States Environmental Protection Agency guideline for chronic soil J
intake 1s 200 mg/day for children under six years of age and 100 mg/day for v
individuals over six

Appendix J also states that it 1s assumed that special protective measures and
training of the remedial workers will reduce fugitive dust exposures to0 5
mg/day What 1s the basis for this assumption?

2 The rish assessment assumes that the water released from the treatment
process will contain both VYOCs and inorgamics at the mimimum detection hLimit

SLoskxY & CoMpPaNYy INCT
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(page 5-20) The EA does not specify how the detection Lmits relate to the . G
ARARs (that are not specified in the EA) Presumably the treated water could kA

be above the detection hmts and sull be in compliance with the ARARs By el o\
using the detection limit rather than the ARARs 1n the nisk assessment it

see have been understate This 1ssue anses in Appendix C (page

C-1 and C-2) and APPENAIX E (page E-1) s "1“’% Ul ofposTl an Bonde -
[

3 The use of average contaminant concentrations 1s generally appropriate 1n

jong-term risk assessments For a short-term remedial action such as the 388!

Hillside consideration should be given to the use of maximum contaminant

concentrations to bound the nsks to the remedial actuon workers (page C-1 and
D-1)

4 The EA states that during construction both the NAAQS and the OSHA
standards for particulates will be metr (page 5-1) If this s the case the
risks from airborne dust will be significantly less than esumated in the EA
based upqn 10 000 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m°) The primary NAAQS are
75 ug/m° on an annual mean geometric basis and 260 (ug/m”®) on a 24-hour
average basis not to be exceeded more than once a year while the OSHA
standard s 15 000 ug/m° for total particulates and 5 000 ug/m° for
respirable particulates

5 Appendix H presents the transportauon risks associated with the proposed
remed:al activities on a per-shipment basis If these unit risks are summed
for the total number of estimated shipments the total of the traumatic
transportation risks 1s much greater than the environmental heaith risk
estimates This situation 1s common 1n environmental cleanup projects

RADIATION PROTECTION

| There 1s an error in the equation used to calculate the total intake of ~
radionuclides (page F-2) The Exposure Durauon Adjustment (EDA) of 8§ out of
24 hours (8/24) 1s redundant since the Adult Breathing Rate (BR) used 1s
already for an eight-hour shift This error results 1n the underestimation of
radionuciide intakes by a factor of three

2 The calculation of the concentrations of air contaminants assumes that
the concentrations in the fugitive dust are the same as in the soil At a
minimum this assumption should be explicitly stated What 1s the basis for

this assumption”? This assumption may not be conservative concerning health
risks from fugitive dust (page F-1)

3 There 1s confusion regarding the concentrauons of uranium 1n ground
water in Table 2 1 (page 2-2) Apparently the average and maximum values are
reversed 1n the table We have also had difficuity rephicating the conversion

from micrograms per liter to picocuries per liter

4 The EA statgs that operations will be suspended if alpha radiation
exceeds 00s pCi/m° Does this figure refer to gross alpha radiaton? How

- SLoshYy & CoMpaNY INC
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will momitoring be conducted fo ensure that this level 1s mot exceeded” Wall
the monutoring resuit be avaiable in real-fume?

Bl .

s A

5 The EA states that uranium was the only radionuchide occurring at
concentrations above the estimated background (page 1-5) ‘What was the
estimated background conceatration for uramum? How was the background
concentration statistically determined? Where were the background samples
taken? The uranium concentrations should be reported as U-2383 or U-natural
depending on measurement techmque What statistical tests and what confidence
levels were used in the comparison of the uranium concentrauons at the 88l
Hiliside to the background concentrations?

6 The EA states that the strong basic umt to be used to remove uramum
from the ground water will be disposed when 1ts activity reaches a
predetermuned level (page 3-5) What 1s the predetermined level”? The EA
should present caiculations of the expected lifetime of the unit. 7 Do w_,,rw-.g.,

7 In Figure B-1 it should be specified if the risks given are annual risks
or lifetime risks (page B-4) If this figure contains Nfetime and annual
risks 1t 1s musieading

et
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RESPONSE TO CCWMENTS RECEI'VID FRCM E G G IN A LETTLR DATED
JULY 11 1990 REGARDING QUESTICNS THE R™CC R.ISID AT . BRIEFINC
O\ HILLSIDE 881 ON JUNE14 1990

Auestior The RFCC agr=es 1 th tou= assumvptior that all

pluton.um 1s res»irable e en thoush not all partirles

are “esnirabie and vnliton um deers wes 1th dec*h  Tor ocur
n ormation rotld sou nlease send .s any research «hicn shows
1+ rela _onshiy betw=en conce rit un and devth”

Aes 1on o EGG s onmment 1 ¢ 0 ageress D~ Biggs concerns

The calculation included the dispersion from the source to the
monitoring equipaent This vas estimated by Dr Biggs at asbout an order of
magnitude Teduction in concentrations A reviev of dispersion theory shows
that values vary from s factor of six to eleven depending on the stability
class Thus sssuming a factor of ten is within a conservative range

The letter stated "The detected daily aversge concentration for mw is
024 ns/n3 Is this an average of all numbers or is it the maximun value
observed? It is sssumed to be a maximum value since that is the sccepted way
of presenting psrticulate data for analysis Clarification is requested on
this point

The worker is located at the point of source relesse while the monitor is
several hundred feet away Thus the monitored value of O 024 -g/n3 would be
0 240 ng/n3 at the worker s location (using the factor of ten reduction
between the worker and the monitor) It follows that the worker is being
exposed to values higher than the NAAQS (which is O 150 ng/na) this value is
60% over the standard If the value of O 024 ng/n3 is an average rather than
an extreme value then the calculstions could be considerably worse

Several other clarifications are being requested about this measurewent
Ve would like the meteorological conditions of the day on which the monitored
value was obtained A detailed map showing the location of the construction
activity and the monitors is needed to def.ne the dispersion during the
wonitoring period  Elevations of the area are alsc important since the
activities may not have been occurring at the same heights

The abo e calculations indicate that worker protection is necessary We
would like to request you provide us with a detailed plan for providing the
necessary protection for both the equipment and the workers

-
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Question 2 Tre RFCC still has not received copies of the final
Health and Safety Plan The si\ covies we received from Terrv
Smith were not complete Because this document i1s of greatest
concern to the RFCC we recuest fifteen copies for each of our
board members

Guestion 4 The RFCC has since provided handa Busby with the

reference materiai on the resusrension of soil from USGS e

recue *e? 2 ory of le studv that T 3 G s contractor conducted.

n he teennolog.®s o ¢ n*rol dus* dur ne constraction and stil. |
1jave not mecelvea a (NPt Because thiz is 2ls0 orTupmost impor-

anc> o© the RFCC 1ef ~ou.d alsn 1 ¢ f “een ~onies of th.s

jorume it T~ Biggs a.s0 reque-ted nforme 13r on w.nd speeds

~h1 h he as not e o

csrrn1aed T O oo 1th addaiticnal _nror-
r Th. I'F~ otle 1. & to know 1f ou
Re'l Tla _ ant 111! imo.ement this f

ok mn n the by a4 nr
t 1y aole
1w 2¢

testion Dr 2 2g~ na
r

uest or o Tne RICT touid 1 le ¢ mov 1 ou have investigated
e ~at ered 1 zh echrolo, suaz2es ea b Mr Goldfiesd and
determined 1t avprli a2bi_: to Rowt Flar

Gt 2¢t101 °  Tne PFCT 1t 11 telie ev ha 1e workers are not
ce.ny rulis proteceed din ng enstruction actirities associatesa
t t remed 1tion at di1l_si1de 381 M= ©ld 1e'a nas pros.ded
the wuidi 1onal analvsis below wnich substantiates our concerns

The calculation that appears in the sub)ect letter purports to show that

the respirable concentration of plutonium in the breathing zone of workers

1s within the maximum Concentration Guide for Pubhc exposure The

calculation 1s based on a numper of unwarranted assumptions that are far J
from a conservative analysis of the hazards to which workers are exposed

The calculation neglec s hazards to which the workers and their family

will be exposed The assumptions and their cmitique follows

1 48 pCi/g1s assumed to be the maximum plutonium level in any surficial
soil sample That 1s probably based on 19 samples that were taken on the
881 hliside and a copy appears in my essay 881 Hillside Cleanup July 6
1990 The assumption 1s that the highest plutonium concentrations are
found on the soi1l surface and the highest possible concentration of
plutonium was accidentally found 1n 19 (too few to prove to be
representative) randomly collected sampies Both assumptions are
unwarranted My same report (see above) quotes a reading taken by the
Department of Health 150 yards E-SE of the 903 pad and 1n the drainage
area seeping towards the 881 hillside was 186 5 pCi/g of Pu Also due to
seepage and the presence of poss.ble pockets ot discaraed waste it 1S not
possible to assume that surface concentrations are higher than
underground concentrations or piutonjum
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Conclusion--it 15 unwarranted to assume that 4 8 pCi/g 1s the highest

concentration that will be encountered n excavating soil in the 881
Hillsige

L

2 The assumption that the concentration’in the surface soil 1s the same as
the concentration in the respirable fraction that 1s suspended 1n the air 1s
unwarranted Cari Johnson, n his report in Science August 1976

Plutomum Hazard on the Surface of So1l reports that his estimate of

background levels n the respirable fraction of surface soil (particles wk
equal to or less than S micrometers n s1ze) 1s 0 45 dpm/g (disintegrations L P
per minute)--55 times as great as the level of 0 08 dpm/g for total so1l vod

it must be assumed that the respirabie fraction of soil has a concentration
of plutonum that 15 55 times as great as that n surface so1l sampies

3 According to OSrA regulatiors the maximum allowable respirable
concentration of inert or Nu sance Dust to which workers may be exposed
1= £ mem3 |, 15 unzccen.an’s to sublect workers to concentrations of

respiraple gust of 6 25 mg/m:" That interdiction is especially
unacceptable where the air can contain at the mimimum 48 pCi/g of soil
130 times as high 2s background and of which the respirable
fraction has a concentration that is 715 times as high as
background These numbers do not even account for the fact that the
nignest concendyration of plutonium 1n 881 hillside soil 1s yet to be
measurec 2nc ¢o2s not account for (he seepage of plutonium from the 9C3
pad area

The measurement 0f air borne dust concentration 1s simuitaneous with the
exposure of worrers If a measu~ement that exceeds the allowable is taken
what ¢an be aone to rescind the worker exposure? will the workers be
supplied with protection if any reading above 6 25 mg/m3 1S obtained?
According to OSHA regulations that 1s the way such a reading must be
treated

4 There are numerous references 1n the literature to the incidence of
disease caused by contaminants brought home on the clothes and in the
vehicles used by workers This disease has been found in the chiidren of
workers exposed to lead and to the wives and children of asbestos
workers Insufficient care in subplying construction worrers with
clothing change rooms and masks may be sentencing their wives and
children to the ravages of disease caused by exposure to plutonium that
greatly exceeds backaround levels




